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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the Meeting of February 25, 1977 


PRESENT: — Dr. J.W. O'Brien (Chairman) Mr. K. Adams; Dean I. Campbell; Dean R. 
Breen; Dean J.C. Callaghan; Dean R. Verschingel; Prof. G. Xistris; Prof. 
M. Osman; Prof. M. Douglass; Prof. J. Locke; Prof. G. Gross; Dean A. 
Pinsky; Prof. C. Bertrand; Prof. J. Ornstein; Prof. S. McDonough; Prof. 
G. Sheps; Prof. L. Smith; Dean M. Flynn; Prof. E. West; Prof. J. 
Chaikelson; Prof. MI. Cohen; Prof. J. Bordan; Rev. A. Graham; Prof. 
M.N. Swamy; Prof. D. Frost; Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. J.H. Whitelaw; 
Dean S. French; Prof. L. Bessner; Dean A. Berczi; Prof. K. Waters; Mrs. 
J. Lowensteyn; Ms. R. Przestrzelski; Mr. K. Quinn; Ms. V. Turini; Mr. J. 
Anderson; Ms. R. Parsons; Mr. J. Johnson; Mr. M. Horgan; Prof. J.D. 
McLaughlin; Prof. J. Moore; Prof. A. Deland; Mr. J. Kubina; Mr. G. 
Chryssomalis; Mr. B. Rennie; Prof. G. Adams; Mr. D. Heath; Prof. R. 
Smith; Prof. Mi. Hogben; 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. P. Filion; Dean A. Audet; Prof. A. Jordan; Dr. 
M. Despland 


Call to order 

77-2-1 The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m. Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
first part of the meeting is a "Closed Session" dealing, with Honorary 
Degrees. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


It was pointed out that Prof. J. Ornstein should be added to the list of those 
present at the January 28, 1977 meeting of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY DR. DEAN 
PINSKY, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JANUARY 28, 
1977, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


It was announced that Mr. A. Bullard, Loyola Evening Student Senator has 
resigned from Senate. Senate was also advised that the members of the 
Student Academic Caucus have expressed concern over the items currently 
before Senate on plagiarism and cheating regulations and Mr. G. Bushe has 
drafted a letter expressing those concerns on behalf the S.A.C. which all 
Senators should receive by next week. 
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Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY MLR. 
HORGAN, TRAT PROF. S. PAIKOWSKY AND PROF. M. SZABO, BE 
APPOINTED TO THE FELLOUSH1PIS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND 
AWARDS COMMITTEE, AND THAT PROF. R. ALLISON BE 
APPOINTED TO THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE 
(DOC-US-77-2-DI5). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


English-Language Tests 


Concerning English-Language Tests for Foreign Applicants to 
Undergraduate Programmes (DOC-US-77-2-D5), Dr. O'Brien explained 
that Senate enacted rules of procedure on this a year or two ago and what is 
being proposed in the document is to change the level of performance on the 
English-language test which is required for admission, and also to make 
changes and clarifications in the procedures concerning remedial English 
that take place following the time of admission. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
COHEN, THAT RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE TESTS FOR FOREIGN, APPLICANTS TO 
UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMMES - POLICY AND PROCEDURES 
(DOC-US-77-2-D5) BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Admission Requirements - B.Eng. Programme and Response to CLESEC 


Prof. Bordan explained that document US-77-2-D2 contained the history of 
the Engineering Profile and Admissions debate and also included in item 4 
on page 2, proposals to be put to Senate. He pointed out that two other 
documents have been circulated, US-77-2-D3 and US-77-2-D4 and a third 
document from the Engineering Faculty Council, US-77-2-D17, 
recommending that the words (8 term) be deleted from document 
US-77-2-D3. Prof. Bordan agreed with this recommendation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT SENATE RECEIVE DOCUMENT US-77-1-D18 
AS THE EFC POSITION ON THE CLESEC PROFILE, WHILE 
NOTING THAT IT INCLUDES AND GOES BEYOND THE TEXT 
ALREADY APPROVED BY SENATE ON DECEMBER 17, 1976 (ITEM 
4 (a), DOCUMENT US-77-2-D2). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 


CALLAGHAN, THAT SENATE APPROVE TRANSMISSION OF 
DOCUMENT US-77-1-D18 TO CLESEC WITHOUT THE FINAL 
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PARAGRAPH AS THE EFC POSITION (ITEM 4 (b), DOCUMENT 
US-77-2-D2). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


-IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT SENATE RECEIVE DOCUMENT US-77-2-D3 
AS A DRAFT OF THE ADMISSIONS SECTION FOR ENGINEERING 
1979, WITH THE WORDS (8 TERM) DELETED, (ITEM 4(c), 
DOCUMENT US-777-2-D2). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

- IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT SENATE APPROVE DOCUMENT US-77-2-D4 
AS A DRAFT CALENDAR SECTION FOR COUNSELLING 
PURPOSES, i.e. FOR GUIDING STUDENTS TOWARD ADVANCED 
STANDING (ITEM 4 (d), DOCUMENT US-77-2-D2) 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report on the Organization of Arts and Science 


Dr. O'Brien advised that a considerable number of documents concerning 
the Report on the Organization of Arts and Science have been circulated to 
date, many of which deal with some very minor details and he did not 
propose that each and every document that now exists on this subject be 
formally presented to Senate at this point. Rather, it would be better to deal 
with the six main documents or positions which include the Report of the 
Deans (DOC-US-77-2-Dl); the comments on the Deans Report submitted 
over the signatures of Prof. Chaikelson, Prof. Cohen, and others 
(DOCUS-77-2-D6 with appendix); the report of the Senate Committee on 
Priorities and Resource Allocation (DOC-US-77-2-D15); the report from the 
S.G.W. Arts Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-2-D21); the report from the 
S.G.W. Science Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-2-D19); and the report from 
the Loyola Arts and Science Faculty Council (DOC-US77-2-D20). 


He will invite the appropriate persons to speak to these documents 
following which we will proceed to a general discussion. It was the feeling 
of the Steering Committee that Senate should not prematurely proceed to the 
passing and the debating of motions on this matter but that a general 
discussion should take place which on the one hand may be general and on 
the other hand, in the opinion of the Steering Committee, should give some 
special attention to the concept of Colleges since all indications are that this 
is a key element of the proposals and issues now before Senate. We would 
then move, in due course, to a more structured consideration of the issues 
which are involved on the basis of motions. This may or may not happen at 
the present meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien also advised that the Steering Committee has arranged against 
the possibility that Senate might not completely dispose of this matter today, 


to hold a special meeting of Steering Committee next week at which it will 
assess what has taken place today and seek the best way to approach the 
issues at the next meeting. 


Dean Campbell presented the Report on the Organization of Arts and 
Science at Concordia University (DOC-US-77-2-Dl) on behalf of the Deans 
whose signatures appear on the report. He advised that he and Dean Breen 
would move and second, in due course, a general motion which has been 
prepared and which in their view, takes account of some very substantial 
areas of agreement in resolutions passed in the Faculty Councils and the 
opinion expressed in the report from the Committee on Priorities and 
Resource Allocation. 


He expressed the appreciation of the Deans for the interested reception that 
the document has received and the very useful debate that they believe is 
taking place in the University at this time. 


Prof. Cohen presented and explained document US-77-2-D6 which 
expresses the concerns of the faculty members who have signed it to the 
Report of the Deans (DOC-US-77-2-D]). 


Prof. Bordan presented the report from the Senate Committee on Priorities 
and Resource Allocation (DOC-US-77-2-D15) and advised that the 
Committee voted unanimously that the recommendations contained in the 
report be put to Senate at this meeting. 


Senate was advised that the student members of the Committee on Priorities 
and Resource Allocation, upon reflection after the last meeting of the 
Committee, no longer support the implementation timetable recommended in 
point number B.4 of the report (DOC-US-77-2-DI5) but rather support the 
implementation date as stated in the Report from the Deans 
(DOC-US-77-2-Dl). 


Dean Campbell advised that he intended to present the positions of the 
S.G.W. Arts Faculty Council to the Senate as accurately and forcefully as 
he possibly could. He hoped that Prof. Chaikelson and other members of 
the S.G.W. Arts Faculty Council, which was well represented on the 
Senate, would make up for any inadequacies in the task he was about to 
undertake. He presented the report from the $.G.W. Arts Faculty Council 
(DOC-US-77-2-D21). 


In presenting the report from the $.G.W. Science Faculty Council 
(DOCUS-77-2-D19), Dean Verschingel explained why he had dissociated 
himself from the Committee of Academic Deans. 


Dean Breen advised that the question of the future of Arts and Science has 
occupied the members of the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science since 
before the days of the merger. A greater impetus was given to a study of 
this particular problem just prior to the publication of the O.S.F. Report and 
last June the Faculty's position regarding the future of Arts and Science was 
presented at a special meeting of the Loyola Arts and Science Faculty 


77-2-9 


Council held on February 16, 1977, the Report of the Deans 
(DOC-US-77-2-D]l) was discussed and the resolution contained in document 
US-77-2-D20 was passed with one abstention. 


General Discussion 


Concerning a cost analysis of the Deans' proposal (DOC-US-77-2-Dl), 
Prof. Bordan advised that a study was underway in the Treasurer's Office 
and Prof. G. Martin may be called upon in due course to answer specific 
questions. The study is not far advanced at this point. He felt certain that 
Dean Berczi would not represent his document which has been submitted to 
the Rector, as an exhaustive study of the cost implication. 


Prof. Bordan explained that there are twenty or twenty-one departments or 
units, one-half of which are unique, that is, do not have a sister department, 
and will not be affected by the merger. Also, one-quarter of those 
departments which will be touched by merger will not result in cost saving 
because of the load which they are presently carrying and the sort of courses 
that they are offering. It will therefore fall on the remaining one-quarter of 
the departments to generate the suggested one-half million dollars. This 
would require the discontinuance of 250 full course sections or 500 
half-course sections within one quarter of the departments in Arts, Science, 
and Arts and Science. He explained that his analysis has not gone any 
further than this and that there is a whole host of real costs that have yet to 
be touched and this is in the hands of the Treasurer at the moment. 


Dean Berczi explained that one reason why a detailed costing report was not 
before Senate was that in the opinion of the Deans-this was not really the 
issue of first order. The proposal (DOC-US-77-2-Dl) was either a valid 
proposition or not, and if it is passed or a modified version is approved, the 
next question would be can we afford it and how are we going to go about 
finding the funds. He suggested that hopefully we are doing this in order to 
bring about two things. The first was to bring about more efficiency in 
terms of not having two classes of the same nature offered with six students 
in each. Furthermore, and what was much more important, we will be 
doing something which will generate additional students. If it is not going to 
generate new students, we ought not to be bothered with it. 


Concern was voiced over loss of student enrolments in the years ahead 
which at the moment, in the Protestant School system, is declining at the 
rate of 10% per year. The impact of the revision of Bill 22 has not yet been 
felt; the new Government is talking in terms of restricting enrolment to 
students whose parents both have been educated in the English system in 
the Province of Quebec; we are losing immigrants to Ontario; and foreign 
students who may find restrictions in the future levied by the present 
Government. It was argued that we have to think in terms of a reduced 
budget in future years and not even holding the existing budget. In drawing 
up our facts and figures we must be conscious of the fact that we will not be 
generating additional students because of the political fact which is very 
important and cannot be ignored. 


Prof. Bordan suspected that the figure $500,000.00 has suddenly become 
fixed in people's minds as the cost of this venture. He emphasized that this 
was not so, but rather it was the cost of a piece of the venture as estimated 
by Dean Berczi. He urged Senators not to leave the room thinking that if we 
abandon 250 full courses and then restructure and regenerate them via some 
other route that we will have covered the cost of this enterprise. This was a 
simple exercise around one element and was intended to be illustrative only. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators of the reasons and the thinking behind the 
initial issue of the merging of the Science operations within Concordia. The 
issue was broadened to one of Arts and Science for reasons of which all 
Senators were well enough aware and we are now at the point of that 
debate. He expressed the feeling that the financial questions are going to 
have to be posed in a context of what can we do to prevent enrolment from 
dropping or in a context of how can we minimize the drop in enrolment, 
which demographic and Political considerations are almost unavoidably 
going to bring upon us in the next decade. In that context, the matters of 
budget are going to be difficult. The fact is, it is not easy to reduce or 
reallocate budgets, but it is easy to increase budgets, to allocate additional 
income. All of the experiences of the Universities in the past fifteen years 
have not been experiences of reallocating their resources, but rather, they 
have been experiences of deciding how to spend the additional revenues that 
additional enrolment brought in. When we come to the cutting of budgets 
we will find very quickly that the bulk of budgets in the University are 
related to salaries. We will find doubly that in the policies that have been 
followed in recent years, non-salary budgets have been cut to the bone in 
order to protect salaries and positions. Therefore, anyone who talks glibly 
about reallocation is talking very quickly about the reallocation of money 
related to salaries . He reminded Senate that this is an institution in which if 
anyone is dismissed for any reason whatsoever, the resistances to that are 
tremendous and he simply could not take seriously any suggestions that 
some quick and easy reallocation of budgets is going to be possible. Dr. 
O'Brien added also, that the personnel policies which would go with a 
quick and easy reallocation of budgets are not going to be acceptable to the 
Board of Governors which is responsible for those personnel policies. 
Therefore, there are definite constraints within which we are going to have 
to operate in anything we do. 


He emphasized that the problem at the moment is to examine these proposed 
changes in structures and the variations on the themes which have been 
brought forward an d to decide if they offer sufficient benefits that we 
should strive towards them. We will have to find the path that will allow us 
to move in that direction. He pointed out also that one of the reasons for the 
haste in trying to deal with these questions and in particular, the Science 
question, is because the implementation of any such change is a slow and 
difficult one. 


Concerning the concept of colleges, Senate was advised that a lot of concern 
has been expressed that programmes should not be separated from 
departments and from the people who give the courses, because if we do 
that we will end up with a collection of courses making up programmes and 


not really an integrated programme. Many faculty members fear that this 
may result in the kind of things that occurred when we first moved into 
interdisciplinary studies Concern was also expressed that there was no 
system in the Dean's model for consultation between the departments and 
the colleges; that there was a question of the smallness of size; that no one 
really understands what "Colleges" are; that the social role of the colleges 
within the University was questionable especially in view of the 
unsuccessful attempts at a similar setting for the existing departments; that 
the proposed colleges, if implemented, may defeat the whole idea of 
"college" and that it is only a Supposition to say that colleges will attract 
additional students. 


It was stated that there appeared to be a latent consensus in all the reports 
that have reached Senate that in principle all the academic officers of the new 
structure should be found by search committees; that one of the 
achievements of the Committee of Deans has been to traumatize the Senate 
and all the faculty in particular into accepting unitary departments, which is 
an enormous achievement; and that there is very little resistance to a single 
Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Concerning the College concept it was argued that it was central that all 
these things are joined together in the Deans proposal and would hopefully 
remain so and it was felt that if we are to move towards Colleges we ought 
to do so with extreme prudence. It was hoped that the specific founding 
colleges outlined in the appendices to the Deans' report (DOC-US-77-2-D]) 
were not intended to be fixed models which would simply be adopted by 
Senate with minor revisions, but rather they were intended as provocative 
designs to bring us to meditate on what we might conceive. It was also 
suggested that Senate might attach academic riders to the college proposal so 
that the misgivings which people around the table have about fly-by-night 
notions which might be of no interest to students or the academic world at 
large might not be launched. 


Concern was expressed about flexibility, which was high on the list of 
priorities especially among the S.G.W students, and the ability to switch 
from college to college; the administrative headache of registering with one 
college one year and somewhere else another year; and the M.S.P. and 
Independent students vis-a-vis colleges. 


Prof. Bordan advised that he had spent an exciting hour and a half with the 
Deans immediately after Christmas when they exposed to him for the first 
time the outline of where they were going. He felt that the Deans would 
have to agree that he was enthusiastic and he clearly responded to the 
message that he seemed to be getting, and he thought that either they had 
changed the message subsequently or he had misunderstood it. 


Concerning colleges, the first impression he had, which resulted in his 
enthusiastic response, was that they were "non-tenured" or "ephemeral" 
things. That is, that they could be put into place when a clear unambiguous 
reason for their existence was presented and some appropriate academic 
body agreed that they ought to exist. He supported that fully and felt that the 


University ought to try very hard to make that kind of thing possible within 
its means. He also understood that they would not be universal and he did 
not get the message that every student would have to be put into that mold 
as opposed to some other mold. His impression had been that those 
students who knew from the first where they wanted to go in terms of their 
professional discipline, would not be barred from having the necessary kind 
of relationship with faculty members in their discipline or profession. As a 
personal example, Prof. Bordan cited his son's experience who knew 
where he wanted to go from the very beginning. He explained that his son 
graduated a year or two ago from the S.G.W. Arts Faculty. lie had decided 
that he wanted to study geography and he therefore registered in geography. 
it was as simple as that. The faculty contained some very fine professors 
located in a small house with an ambiance which was right for his son. 

Prof. Bordan added that his son would not have known where .to go had he 
had to choose the Geography Honours programme associated with College 
1, 2, 3, or 4. In the particular case, his son in fact did know where to go. 


Prof. Bordan felt that there were many such students and he failed to 
understand the response which says that according to the model, in the long 
run all students will have to make such a choice. He thought that we have a 
very exciting idea, but felt that if we went all the way with that idea, we 
would make some people very happy indeed and make a whole lot of people 
most unhappy. He argued that there was room for compromise where we 
could have the departmental setting for those students who know where 
they want to go in a department, and the college or other type of unit setting, 
which should be developed with vigilance. 


It was argued that it was inconceivable that a Faculty Council could run a 
Faculty as proposed in document US-77-2-D6 and to have three Deans 
chosen by-three separate search committees, who may or may not see eye to 
eye on anything, under the power of that Faculty Council would make more 
of a nonsense than anything that has ever been created in the history of 
nonsense. It was hoped that the Arts Faculty Council would continue their 
debate and come up with a better proposal for government than that one. 


It was explained that saying that the College should control the programme 
does not mean that the College could in any way declare what makes up a 
major or honours programme in Sociology. It is clear that the discipline 
content of the programme can only be declared by the competent 
department. 


It was argued that people who do research in order to prove to themselves 
and others that are still competent need to grow up. They need to find a 
vocation within the community of real service to that community. That 
vocation is teaching and the instrument to articulate a philosophy and an 
appreciation for that teaching, and to motivate a discussion around it, is the 
"college." 


A strong feeling of frustration was expressed over remarks concerning 
financing, it being stated that experience has shown that budget and 
financial considerations have never really been discussed at Senate but have 


always been decided in the first instance by the Rector and the Rector's 
Cabinet. These are extremely serious matters and unfortunately, we have 
never been allowed to talk about these things in Senate. Concern was 
expressed over the Chairman's remarks that major personnel changes would 
be unacceptable to the Board of Governors, it being argued that experience 
indicates that this means that major personnel changes would be 
unacceptable to the Rector. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he would not disagree with the general thrust of 
the comments but rather mainly with the details. He felt that it was important 
to clarify his remarks about the personnel policy and he was perfectly 
prepared to rephrase it as his own position to remove any ambiguity. In 
moving from where we are to wherever we shall be moving to, any 
personnel changes that may take place will have to be consistent with a 
reasonably humane approach to personnel matters; that is, the type of 
approach which in most circumstances most groups in this University insist 
upon. What this means in practice is that one cannot, in a very great hurry, 
between now and next September, shift around the budget, shift people 
from one job to another, etc. 


With respect to the financial position, Dr. O'Brien stated that it was not 
literally true that Senate has not been allowed to discuss the financial 
position, because Senate has discussed it from time to time. The thrust of 
what was said was that the Senate really has never come to grips with the 
financial position and problems of the University. There is a problem in that 
and one must make the distinction between the Board's responsibility for 
the financial position and Senate's opportunity to discuss it. As it touches 
this particular situation, he frankly found it healthy rather than otherwise 
that there has been a major concern expressed in S4nate about the financial 
implications of this change. As he had suggested earlier, to start the debate 
from ' the financial position of the University would perhaps not be the best 
thing and it is an unfortunate fact that-we do not have at this moment an 
analysis of the financial implications of this proposal in which he could put 
any great trust. What he does have indicates to him that it is more likely to 
cost some money that it is likely to cost no money. Consequently, before 
we get to the end of all this, there will have to be some weighing of the pros 
and cons of introducing "colleges" which will cause certain expenditures, 
versus the reduction in expenditures in other areas, which will be necessary 
if that happens. 


Today is not the point at which we are going to be able to get back to that 
and we are at the stage now of still trying to determine whether Senate sees 
enough value in this new idea of "Colleges" that they should be pursued if 
at all possible. When we reach that stage Senate should look at the financial 
implications even though the ultimate responsibility for finances is not here. 
At that point, Senate will be presented with what the Treasurer's Office has 
been able to put together as to how the Treasurer sees the financial 
implications which may or may not be the way in which the Deans see 
them. 


It was suggested that in approving the College concept, a possible rider 
should be that all colleges must be ratified by the new Arts and Science 
Faculty Council. It was felt that most Senators could agree on the merger of 
departments but it was the "Colleges" that were causing the problem. The 
main reason for this was the confusion between programmes and 
"Colleges" in the Deans' Report and hence almost everything we have heard 
in terms of what will be a "College" has in fact turned out to be a 
programme. Also, the understanding seemed to be that the Principals of the 
Colleges were to be elected by the fellows and therefore, we would have to 
have fellows before one found a Principal. What therefore happens in the 
University in the next two years is that people come together, formulate a 
plan that they decide they would want to create a "college" around, present 
this to the Arts and Science Faculty Council for ratification, and at that point 
they would elect a Principal. Once three or four of these "Colleges" have 
been put in place then the fellows and the principals of these "Colleges" 
could get together and select or elect a Provost. 


Also, it was stated that some people on both campuses are unnerved at the 
thought of being in a merged department and it was suggested that the "trial 
marriage" concept should be applied to the merging of departments. 


It was argued that students have a lot imposed upon them within the present 
departmental structure which often imposes upon them the self interest of 
faculty members within that department; that people will get permanence of 
jobs who are not very profoundly interested in or competent at teaching; that 
often large classes are used to subsidize elite small ones; that the teaching of 
undergraduates is often considered second class to teaching graduate 
students; and that often undergraduate education is used to pay for rather 
specialized graduate education. It was further argued that one of the 
attractive things about the "Colleges" and the concept as expressed by the 
Deans, was that it gave serious clout and dignity to undergraduate 
education. 


It was felt that the present departmental structure has continued to condone 
the practice of departments exploring knowledge from a subject or 
discipline-oriented way of looking at things. There is a philosophy of 
learning that stresses the need for a problem-oriented approach rather than a 
subject-oriented approach. While the disciplines that exist now began with 
someone formulating a problem and attempting to solve that problem, what 
has happened since then is the ritualization of methodology to a point where 
an undergraduate education consists of being indoctrinated in a particular 
slanted way of looking at the world that really makes very little sense when 
dealing with the applied problems of the world as they exist now. The 
"College" concept would allow us to overcome this. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that at the point that we have now reached, it would be 
difficult to end the debate on any useful motion. On the other hand, there 
was substantive agreement on a considerable number of significant points, a 
much higher level of agreement than what reasonably might have been 
expected to take place at this stage. He advised that the Steering Committee 
will be meeting next week and he proposed that the Steering Committee 
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should turn its thoughts to presenting certain resolutions to the next Senate 
meeting in the light of today's debate, in an attempt to test out certain 
resolutions which might be passed. 


He advised also that the Deans have given him a copy of a resolution which 
they proposed to move, which was in fact a quite general resolution and one 
which forms at least the basis for a resolution that this body could adopt. He 
will put that particular resolution to the Steering Committee and it may well 
be that in the light of the debate, it or something else more satisfactory, 
could be brought forward. 


It was agreed that the resolution from the Deans be circulated in Senate. 
Responding to a request to expound on the rationale for the "College" 


concept, Dean Campbell gave a detailed explanation of "Colleges" and the 
motivation for this concept. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 6:10 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


JN/LB 


